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ABSTRACT
With software maintenance accounting for 50% of the cost of devel-
oping software, enhancing code quality and reliability has become
more critical than ever. In response to this challenge, this doctoral
research proposal aims to explore innovative solutions by focusing
on the deployment of agents powered by Large Language Models
(LLMs) to perform software maintenance tasks. The iterative nature
of agents, which allows for continuous learning and adaptation, can
help surpass common challenges in code generation. One distinct
challenge is the last-mile problems, errors at the final stage of pro-
ducing functionally and contextually relevant code. Furthermore,
this project aims to surpass the inherent limitations of current LLMs
in source code through a collaborative framework where agents
can correct and learn from each other’s errors. We aim to use the
iterative feedback in these systems to further fine-tune the LLMs
underlying the agents, becoming better aligned to the task of auto-
mated software improvement. Our main goal is to achieve a leap
forward in the field of automatic software improvement by devel-
oping new tools and frameworks that can enhance the efficiency
and reliability of software development.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Software and its engineering→ Maintaining software; Au-
tomatic programming; Collaboration in software development; Soft-
ware evolution.
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1 INTRODUCTION
In the current landscape of software development, the quantity of
code is increasing at an unprecedented rate. Although software
facilitates progress across various sectors, it is plagued by issues
such as bugs, vulnerabilities, and inefficiencies. These issues not
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework for an LLM agent.

only diminish performance and user experience, but also can pose
substantial economic and security risks. Remarkably, software de-
bugging and maintenance consume half of the software develop-
ment cycle [1]. The surge in Large Language Models (LLMs) has
further aided this growth of code by providing developer tools to
generate and auto-complete code. LLMs, like human programmers,
are prone to generating code with bugs and security vulnerabilities.
For example, Codex was shown to generate unsafe code 50% of the
time [22]. Thus, the urgent need for robust code generation and
maintenance tools is underscored.

The paradigm shift towards agent-driven approaches is becom-
ing increasingly evident [32]. These approaches refer to intelligent
agents that can perform tasks autonomously. LLM-based agents,
powered by an iterative use of an LLM, are designed to interact with
the software environment, learn from said interactions, and make
decisions autonomously. The iterative use of LLMs has shown a sig-
nificant performance improvement in complex debugging tasks [4].
The implications of enhancing code generation with iterative LLM-
based agents are ambitious and clear. Through an iterative ap-
proach, which leverages continuous learning and adaptation abil-
ities, agents are able to consistently outperform their one-shot
counterparts [35, 36]. Traditional programming skills may become
less relevant, as the focus shifts towards areas such as system design
and meta-programming. Furthermore, a deeper understanding of
the iterative nature of LLM-based agents could enhance their meta-
learning capabilities, thereby expanding the scope and capabilities
of LLMs even further.

The main objective of this project is to research the use of LLM-
based agents to enhance the process of source code improvement.
Through state-of-the-art LLMs and in conjunction with collabora-
tive agent frameworks, we aim to address primary aspects of source
code quality: security, bug reduction, and efficiency optimization.
A simple version of the framework is shown in Figure 1 where
the agent corresponds to an LLM, and the critic corresponds to
an entity capable of providing feedback (such as a human, a tool
or a different LLM). The use of multiple LLMs, each serving as an
expert in a sub-domain of software engineering, can help surpass
existing benchmarks that have, to this day, remained unsolved by
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current technologies. Furthermore, diverse fine-tuning and align-
ment techniques have been emerging in the previous years [25, 39].
Our project, built on LLM-based agents, will iterate through cycles
of code generation and revision, which runs parallel to some of
these fine-tuning approaches. These iterations can build the way
for new fine-tuning techniques with the potential to significantly
increase the quality of code synthesis.

2 BACKGROUND AND CHALLENGES
2.1 Automatic Software Improvement
The field of automatic software improvement has gained signif-
icant attention in recent years, driven by the growing need for
efficient, error-free, and adaptive tools capable of handling complex
software systems. It encompasses a large number of techniques
and methodologies aimed at reducing the amount of human inter-
vention such as automatic program repair (APR) [5, 38], security
hardening [8, 13], or efficiency optimization [26].

Automatic software improvement tasks are commonly evaluated
through public benchmarks. The surge of software engineering
benchmarks, driven by the threat of data leakage [31, 41], poses a
problem towards standardization. This growth leads to models be-
ing tested on just a fraction of the available benchmarks, increasing
the difficulty of creating a comparison between models [42]. Addi-
tionally, newer models will incorporate these new benchmarks into
their training data, resulting in the creation of even more bench-
marks to counteract the risk of data leakage. This cycle presents a
recurring challenge for model comparison and benchmark creation.

2.2 Large Language Models for Code
The capabilities of LLMs extend to a broad spectrum of tasks, in-
cluding within the field of software engineering [19], where their
influence has been transformative. Although they were originally
developed for Natural Language Processing (NLP), LLMs have trans-
formed the field of software engineering by automating the gener-
ation and refinement of many of the processes [20]. For example,
code generation, optimization, and debugging have been overturned
by the use of LLM-based tools [37]. In a short time, many developers
have incorporated them into their daily routines. These tools have
significantly enhanced their productivity by automating a wide
range of processes [15].

Moreover, LLMs have their own set of challenges when applied
to the field of software engineering. Some recurrent issues are the
generation of almost-correct code (last-mile errors) [2], the intro-
duction of bugs [22] or even backdoors [12]. These problems raise
doubts about the reliability and security of the software generated
using these tools.

The pursuit of improved outcomes, as well as the solution to the
previous challenges, has resulted in many approaches. There is a
prevalent trend of ever-larger models, which usually correlates with
better results [27]. This has been a temporal solution due to its non-
sustainability [10, 30]. However, a recent trend returns to smaller
and more curated models that are capable of achieving similar or
improved results compared to their larger counterparts [14, 17,
29] showing the potential to still refine our knowledge in LLMs.
Nonetheless, there is still a need to focus on more sustainable and
diversified approaches to enhance their performance.

2.3 Large Language Model-based Agents
Agents, or entities that perform tasks autonomously, have become a
focal point of interest inmany fieldswhen combinedwith LLMs [32].
It has been shown that LLMs benefit from task decomposition and
multiple iterations, key parts in agent design strategies [24]. A
simplified version of the framework is shown in Figure 1 where
the agent (the LLM) obtains feedback from the critic to refine its
response. The combination of LLMs and agents creates tools with
new capabilities and increased levels of intelligence. The ability to
decompose tasks, create plans, take decisions, and use tools makes
agents a valuable system to tackle complex engineering tasks that
were not able to be handled previously [34].

Traditional one-shot methods, defined as approaches where a
solution is attempted in a single-step, can be efficient in straightfor-
ward scenarios. However, as the complexity of the code increases,
these methods often fall short. For example, last-mile bugs or com-
plex error patterns may not be solved through one-shot use of LLMs.
This tends to occur in tasks that require a deep level of contextual
understanding and adaptability.

Iterative LLM-based agents offer a solution to these challenges
by employing a multi-step repair process. Each iteration allows the
agent to refine its understanding of the bug, consider additional
contextual information, and adapt its solution accordingly. This
approach not only increases the accuracy of the repairs, but also
enhances its ability to handle diverse and intricate bug patterns.

Initial findings confirm the superiority of the iterative LLM-based
approach compared to its one-shot counterpart [6, 35, 36]. While
this diversity is valuable, it also sheds light on the lack of direct,
systematic comparison, and comprehensive analysis of these ap-
proaches. Even without a clear understanding of these systems,
multi-agents methodologies have already been employed for ap-
proaching the software engineering tasks successfully [3, 9, 23].

Agents may belong to a larger system designed to efficiently
achieve one overall goal. Following the approach proposed in pre-
vious work [34], we discern three possible scenarios of interactions
of an agent, as shown in Figure 2.

(a) Single agent: An LLM-based agent operates independently
and interacts with tools or its own output. Agent improve-
ment is achieved through continuous learning as a result of
the self-feedback loop.

(b) Multiple agents: Two or more LLM-based agents, each with
distinct goals or objectives, operate collaboratively or com-
petitively. This scenario introduces the complexity of inter-
agent communication and coordination, but it is particularly
effective for complex problems requiring a multifaceted ap-
proach. For example, developing a game may require, among
others, a project manager, a designer, and a developer [3, 23].

(c) Human-in-the-loop: An LLM-based agent interacts with a
human user, creating a hybrid approach that combines the
computational power of the agent with the expert knowledge
of the user. The human can provide domain-specific guidance
to the LLM to align the outputs with the project’s goals or
constraints.

This classification refers to individual interactions, rather than the
overall structure of the system. For example, an agent in a multi-
agent system may engage in the three types of interactions shown
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(a) Single Agent (b) Multiple Agents (c) Human-in-the-Loop

Figure 2: Scenarios of LLM-based agents interactions.

in Figure 2. On the other hand, the system as a whole follows
a structural architecture. For example, it may be described as a
hierarchical or routing architecture. These structural designs are
crucial to determining how tasks and information are handled
throughout the system.

3 EXPECTED CONTRIBUTIONS
This work can be divided into three phases that coincide with the
main research questions. We hypothesize that in the field of auto-
mated software improvement (a) LLM-based agents can perform
better than one-shot LLM use; (b) multi-agent collaborative sys-
tems are able to consistently outperform single-agent systems; (c)
the iterative communicative process can be used to fine-tune said
LLMs. The overall goal of the project is to design and implement
agent-based frameworks for automatic software improvement.

Although previous work [7, 11, 28] has begun to address the
potential of these agent-based systems, there remains a gap for
comprehensive studies in various environments. The design of LLM-
based agents is closely related to their efficacy in code generation.
Therefore, it is crucial to investigate the factors that influence the
accuracy and adaptability of these systems. These factors cannot be
understated given the increasing complexity of software systems
and the increasing demand for automation in code generation.

The exploration of multi-agent code generation represents a
significant challenge in software engineering research. Our hypoth-
esis that multi-agent systems outperform single-agent solutions in
complex code-generating tasks is grounded on the need of multi-
faceted solutions from specialized experts. The set of benchmarks
CodexGLUE [16] exemplifies the wide range of code-generating
tasks that require expert knowledge; therefore, a single model can-
not excel at all of them. A multi-agent approach would deploy
agents designed or fine-tuned for a subset of tasks. This approach
leverages the strengths of individual models and allows for more
adaptive and flexible systems capable of meeting the diverse de-
mands of complex software projects.

From the architectural advantage of multi-agent systems, we
posit that novel fine-tuning techniques shall be developed along-
side. Conventional fine-tuning approaches do not account for the
dynamic and iterative process associated with code generation. As
such, we advocate for the development of fine-tuning methods
that focus on the development of the agents’ iterative learning and
adaptation abilities. These methods shall allow agents to efficiently
refine their strategies in complex environments through contin-
uous feedback loops. The approach should lead to a system that
iteratively converges towards optimal code generation.

This doctoral study aims to explore the nuances of LLM-based
agent technologies and to develop novel methodologies for their
fine-tuning, addressing the need for strategies that enhance their
performance in code-generating related tasks. Through the study of
the dynamics between LLM-based agent frameworks, fine-tuning
methodologies, and code generation tasks, this doctoral study will
contribute towards the advance of effective strategies for automated
code generation. This research aims to generate insights able to pro-
vide a foundation for exploration and innovation in the application
of LLMs to software engineering.

4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND SCIENTIFIC
CHALLENGES

This PhD project will examine three main research questions:

RQ1. Do tasks involving code improvement consistently ben-
efit from the use of single-agent systems versus one-
shot LLMs?

The emergence of recent studies using agents has suggested the su-
periority of iterative agents over one-shot LLMs for certain software
engineering tasks such as APR or code synthesis [4, 35, 36]. While
one-shot LLMs offer quick solutions, single-agent systems provide
a more nuanced, iterative approach. Furthermore, factors such as
task complexity or the integration of domain-specific knowledge
may result in variations in the results [4]. Therefore, it is essential
to compare and create a framework of reference where we can iden-
tify the advantages of single-agent systems and for which specific
tasks each method excels or falls short.

The main challenge when confronting RQ1 is establishing an
experimental setup with robust evaluation metrics that can fairly
compare performance between single-agent systems and one-shot
LLMs for code-generating tasks. This research should account for
the differences between LLMs, their evolving nature, and the differ-
ent application contexts.

RQ2. What are the synergistic effects of usingmultiple agents
for code improvement tasks?

The potential of multiple agents working simultaneously and in-
teracting with each other remains an unexplored area [7]. This
research question investigates the effects of using multiple LLM-
based agents in code improvement tasks, focusing on how their
interaction may lead to enhanced performance compared to their
single-agent counterpart. We will further concentrate on a different
range of tasks, particularly in complex scenarios where the interac-
tion of multiple expert-like systems could be essential to find an
optimum solution.
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The main challenge associated with RQ2 is the complexity of or-
chestrating multi-agent systems and evaluating their performance,
particularly with respect to their interactions and possible emer-
gent behaviors. Understanding the influence of the agents chosen
and their compatibility is essential to develop accurate evaluations
of these systems.
RQ3. What novel fine-tuning techniques and methodologies

can be created through the iterative process of code
generation and revision using LLM-based agents?

New fine-tuning strategies have greatly impacted the use of LLMs.
This research question seeks to develop a novel fine-tuning method-
ology that focuses on the iterative process of code generation and
revision. The goal is to enhance the agent’s capabilities even further
by leveraging an iterative feedback loop for continuous improve-
ment and adaptation to specific tasks. This can lead to, for example,
more accurate and efficient generation by trying to shorten the
number of iterations needed to achieve an optimum solution.

The main challenge in addressing RQ3 lies in creating a dataset
that integrates the iterative process of generation and revision, and
developing and validating the new fine-tuning technique that can
effectively incorporate it. The research not only involves multiple
challenges in curating a dataset and developing a newmethodology,
but also accurately measuring the impact and effectiveness.

5 RESEARCH AGENDA
The work is divided into three phases, each containing two steps.
This division is depicted in Figure 3.

5.1 Phase 1: Foundational Research and
Experimental Design

Step 1. Literature review and Meta Analysis: The objective
of this step is to systematically review research on LLMs and the
technologies of LLM-based agents. The rapid advancements and
the growing scope of LLMs applications in the field of software
engineering motivate the need for a structured exploration.

To achieve this first, we should gather studies from different
sources, including journals, conference proceedings, and preprints,
to capture the latest findings in the area. This review should focus
on code-generation related tasks and perform a meta-analysis to
identify trends, gaps, opportunities, and metrics. We will focus on
studies related to code generation using LLMs, single-agent and
multi-agent systems, and LLM-based agents.
Step 2. Experiment Design and Setup: This step’s objective is to
design experiments able to accurately measure the effects of differ-
ent approaches on code-generating-related tasks. The motivation
behind this step is to ensure that the outcomes are robust, valid,
and broadly applicable while providing insights into the efficacy of
different approaches.

A crucial aspect of the methodology will be to apply sensitivity
analysis to understand how input variation affects the final results.
This emphasis aligns with our strategic decision not to compete
directly with massive models but instead to optimize resources and
focus on the nuances of performance under varying conditions.

To this end, we will develop protocols for experiments detailing
the selected criteria for tasks, datasets, LLM configuration, and
agents. Specific metrics are yet to be determined, but they shall go

Foundational Research
and

Experimental Design

Implementation
and

Empirical Testing

Literature Review
and
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Experimental
Framework Design

and Setup

Single-Agent
System

Implementation
and Testing

Expansion of
framework

to multiple agents

Evaluation and
Analysis

Analysis
and

Technical Advance

Development of
fine-tuning
techniques

Figure 3: Overview of the research phases and the steps inside
each phase.

beyond traditional metrics such as BLEU [21]. These conventional
metrics are still standard but have been shown to have clear limita-
tions [18]. Newmetrics such as BERTScore [40] are being developed
to improve the evaluation by focusing on semantic alignment rather
than lexical similarity. The chosen metrics are critical as they will
serve as a baseline and will allow solid empirical investigation. The
protocols will be published in publicly accessible repositories to
ensure transparency and allow for replication.

5.2 Phase 2: Implementation and Empirical
Testing

Step 3. Implementation and Testing on Single Agents: Fo-
cused on single-agent systems, this step aims to implement and
experiment across a variety of models and code-generating tasks,
collecting information to evaluate their performance relative to one-
shot LLMs. Our driving force is the hypothesis that single-agent
systems possess unique context-dependent properties.

The sensitivity analysis can identify how variations in prompts
or parameters influence the final results. These variables have been
shown to have great influence in one-shot use of LLMs. For example,
modifying the prompt complexity and specificity, or the generation-
related parameters such as temperature.

To achieve this, we will design and develop a single-agent sys-
tem tailored for a specific code-generating task. Then, we should
conduct experiments in a controlled environment, i.e. in a deter-
ministic manner, which will ensure reliability and applicability of
the results. The resulting data will be collected and analyzed to
better understand the conditions under which single-agent systems
outperform LLMs and when they should be applied. This should
result in a deeper understanding of LLM-based agents when applied
to code-generating tasks.
Step 4. Expansion of framework toMultiple Agents: The objec-
tive is to extend the previously implemented framework to handle
multi-agent systems. We believe that through collaborative efforts,
multi-agent systems are capable of achieving better results than
single-agent systems.

Towards this end, we will develop configurations for multi-agent
systems focusing on role specialization and different interaction
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dynamics. We should test the systems on complex code-generating
tasks, measuring the impact of synergies and dynamics on the per-
formance and efficiency of the tasks. This new framework should
conduct to a comprehensive study on the dynamics of the interac-
tions and potential synergies and configuration in code-generating
tasks. These results will extend the previous comparison of the
single-agent and one-shot systems, which should help identify key
factors in the performance.

5.3 Phase 3: Analysis and Methodological
Advancements

Step 5. Evaluation and Analysis: The objective is to perform a
comprehensive and thorough analysis of the experimental results.
In contrast to previous steps where we evaluate the agent frame-
work through individual experiments and specific tasks, this step’s
goal is to produce a broader view. The motivation is to synthesize
the findings and draw conclusions on the efficacy of LLM-based
agents in single and cooperative environments in code-generating-
related tasks.

To this end, we aggregate data from all experimental steps and
applying statistical analysis can help uncover underlying patterns.
We extract patterns on the characteristics of the tasks and condi-
tions that influence the success or failure of the approaches. We
then document the findings and reflect on the experimental de-
sign, lessons learned, and methodologies applied to note limitations
and potential biases suggesting improvements for future research.
Other work has just shown improvement in performance. However,
we want to ensure that we perform a thorough analysis that can
shed light on the effects of variables such as prompt, parameter, or
randomness and their effect on results and applicability.
Step 6. Development of Fine-tuning Techniques: The final step
focuses on leveraging the insights obtained from the previous steps
to develop and test new fine-tuning techniques aimed at improving
the performance of LLM-based agents. This is motivated by the
identified bottlenecks of the different systems suggested by the
prior experiments.

This step will build upon the thorough analysis of the previous
step to identify bottlenecks and areas of improvement. A fine-tuning
technique will be created adjusted to the target agent architecture.
The effectiveness of the techniques is tested through the evaluation
metrics curated throughout the project to ensure its comparability
and applicability across a diverse range of code-generating tasks
and environments.

5.4 Current Status
We are currently engaged in Step 2 of the study. The literature
review has revealed a diverse range of studies on LLM-based agents,
revealing a notable variability in research methodologies. The goal
of the reviewed literature is not to provide an in-depth analysis or to
conduct subsequent experiments; therefore, we cannot determine
which scenarios or conditions one approach outperforms the other.
While there is an emerging consensus on the benefits of single-
agent systems compared to one-shot use of LLMs, the literature
lacks a structured analysis on which scenarios are preferable or
why they achieve better results.

In response, our intention in this step is to build a robust ex-
perimental framework able to handle one-shot use of LLMs, as
well as LLM-based agents. We start with APR as our initial code-
generating task, and create a framework able to compare these two
approaches. The objective is to thoroughly analyze through differ-
ent benchmarks in which cases APR may benefit from the use of
agents. This evaluation should extend beyond a simple benchmark
comparison into an in-depth examination of the factors that result
in single-agent systems improving the results of simple LLM usage.
Such an analysis can fill the gap on the underlying factors con-
tributing to improved single-agent systems over traditional LLM
implementations.

We will initially focus on smaller and more manageable models.
This allows us to systematically study fundamental optimizations
within the models without the overhead associated with larger
models. By starting with smaller models, we are able to conduct a
more detailed analysis, which can provide insights into their bigger
counterparts.

6 THREATS TO VALIDITY AND MITIGATION
STRATEGIES

The threats to validity can be divided into four categories, structured
cf. Wohlin et al. [33, Sec. 6.7 & 6.8]:

Construct validity: The metrics chosen can potentially posi-
tively bias the evaluation of the systems. Therefore, we shall care-
fully choose a selection of widely-used metrics and benchmarks to
approximate the performance to real-world scenarios.

Internal validity: The iterative design and feedback process
increase the importance of prompts, which can lead to vastly dif-
ferent results, complicating the attribution of outcomes to specific
changes. We shall conduct the experiments with variations of the
prompts to incorporate this understanding into the design of the
experiments and minimize its impact.

External validity: The selection of code-generating tasks may
not be representative to the broader range of possible tasks, there-
fore, potentially limiting the applicability of the findings. We shall
clearly state the environment used to evaluate the experiments to
give a clear picture of the proven capabilities of the systems.

Reliability: The complexity of the systems and the evaluation
can lead to inconsistencies in the experimental setup and execu-
tion. We shall provide replication packages with all the studies to
ensure open science principles and make materials available to the
scientific community.

7 CONCLUSION
This doctoral research proposal seeks to advance the domain of
automatic software improvement through the capabilities of LLM-
based agents. We aim to solve common issues in one-shot usage of
LLMs when generating code such as last-mile problems. We further
overcome the limitations of current LLMs through a collaborative
framework where agents can correct and learn from each other.
This framework leverages the agents’ adaptability and learning
skills to align with the increasing demands of automated software
improvement. Our objective is to design and develop innovative
tools, frameworks, and techniques to improve the efficiency and
reliability of software. Substantial contributions towards reducing
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development cost, in addition to technical advancements, are to be
expected from this proposal. Ultimately, we expect this research to
provide significant insights into the potential of LLM-based agent
systems in the field of software development.
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